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ABSTRACT 

An attempt is made to synthesize the diverse 
perspectives on the teaching of thinking, especially in the area of 
social studies. A conception is developed that incorporates major 
theoretical orientations e>s well as the views of teachers. The 
conception emphasizes interpretation, analysis, and manipulation of 
information to solve problems that cannot be solved by routine 
application of previously acquired knowledge. Five main challenges 
emerged when the problems that social studies teachers who emphasized 
thinking wanted students to confront were considered: (l) empathy, 
(2) abstraction, (3) inference, (4) evaluation-advocacy, and (5) 
critical discourse. To promote thinking along these lines, the 
curriculum should stress a combination of in-depth content, 
skill-directed activities, and the rbinf orcement of thoughtful 
dispositions. Pedagogy should provide extensive student practice in 
problem solving, guided by substantial teacher feedback on students' 
work, along with increased student interaction with one another and 
community study. To support this, organizational changes such as 
reduced teacher load and more flexible scheduling are necessary. 
Ultimately, the successful promotion of higher order thinking in 
social studies will depend on increased opportunities for teachers to 
study and to discuss with colleagues the conceptualization of 
thinking, its application to social studies, conflicting priorities, 
and other obstacles that inhibit thoughtf ulness. If decisions about 
specific pedagogy grow out of teachers' collaborative consideration 
of these issues, higher order thinking in social studies has a 
chance. (JB) 
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IhitJ paper interprets for the field of social studies the recent 
avalanche of general literatu2-e on the teaching of thinking.^ It 
confironts two main questions: What is higher order thinking in the 
teaching of social studies? and Hew can it be piorooted? Ihe intent is 
to synthesiz ^ diverse perspectives in a way that informs tochers' 
thinking about curriculum and teaching and also ccnmanicates to 
researchers those teacher oonoema that should be taken into account if 
future research on the topic is to speak more directly to social 
studies teachers.^ 

I What is Hi^-er Order Thinking in Social Studies? 

A variety of conceptions of thinking have been proposed for social 
studj,ss. The more thorou^ formulations have been conceptualized as 
critical thinking (Beyer, 1985; Ennis, 1S62; Feeley, 1976; Giroux, 
1978) , reflective thinking (Hunt and Metcalf , 1968) , social scientific 
inquiry (Barr, Earth and Shermis, 1977; Morrissett, 1967), and 
jurisprudential reasoning (Oliver and Shaver, 1966) . Since each of 
these, and others, can be justified through persuasive rationales, and 
they often incorporate ocmmon eleoments, is not productive to try to 
choose the best. It wculd make more sense to search for a ccnroon 
conception that embraces diverse enchases but which attracts 
professional consensus. 

The ocmmon conception would be strengthened if it reflected scholarship 
on thinking beyond the social studies literature. Th.is scholarship, 
too vast to synthesize here, identifies the nature of problems (e.g. 
well-structured, ill-structured; descriptive, analytic, prescriptive; 
academic, practicad) ; describes the processes or apprxsaches we use to 
think about problems (e.g. deductive and inductive reasoning; formal 
and informal reasoning; stages of moral reasoning; anzdytic and 
creative thinking; concrete and abstract thinking; exp^ and novice 
thinking; metacognitive strategies) ; and offers general models of 
intelligence or the workings of the mind (e.g. associationist, gestalt, 
developmental and information processing theories) The conception of 
hi^er order thinking proposed below is consistent with much of this 
literature. 

A. A Conception of Higher Order Thinking 

Any human mind that receives stimuli from the environrrvent engages in 
thou^t - in the sense th/it the brain functions to code, store and to 
process information. Further, almost all cognitive processes, from 
watching TV commercials to reading road signs, are "conplex" in a 
neurological sense. What, then, distinguishes higher order thinking 
from other forms of thought? 
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Ihe diverse oonoeptions of thinking should not obscure a fundamental 
distinction between hi^ier order and lower order thinking that is 
alluded to in numerous observations of the quality of thought in school 
classroans. The consistent observation is that schools are dull places 
in which many students are rarely challenged to use their minds (Cuban, 
1984; Goodlad, 1984; Perrone, 1985; Powell et al, 1985). ^ ihis 
assessment of instruction expresses a sinple, general criterion j hi^er 
order thinking signifies cihallenge and ej^anded use of the mind; lower 
order thinking signifies routine, mechanistic application and 
constraints on the mind. 

Challenge or the opportunity to expand the use of mind occurs an 
individual nust interpret, analyze, or manipulate information, because 
a question to be answered or a problem to be solved cannot be resolved 
through the routine application of previously learned knowledge.^ The 
explorer trying to travel successfully over unknown terrain illustrates 
the idea that previously acquired knowledge and skills (e.g. map and 
ocnpass use, kna;ledge of weather or survival techniques) must be 
applied in a new situation to reach the destination. Success requires 
considerable knowledge, but, because of the novelty of the task, hw to 
apply the knowledge poses a significant challenge.^ 

In contrast, "lower order" thinking involves repetitive routines such 
as listing information previously memorized, inserting numbers irico 
previously learned formilae, or applying the rules for footnote format 
in a researdi paper. 

Ihis definition eannphasizes a critical dimension: using, or going beyond 
the information that one has previously acquired in order to solve a 
problem. Tasks of this sort appear in many forms: in well- or ill- 
structured problems (within social studies, the latter often seem more 
challenging^ , in acadendc or practical problems. They may involve 
descriptive issues (Hew did the economy of the South depend upon 
slavery?) , or ethical and prescriptive issues (Uhder wh;it conditions, 
if any, can violence against a government be morally justified?) . 
Their solutions can involve deductive reasoning, inductive reasoning, 
formal and informal reasoning, analytic thinking, creative thinking and 
metacognition. ' 

This conception stipulates what an individual should do with 
information (interpret, analyze, manipiaate) , and the occasion 
necessary to provoke such use (a challenging problem) . Individuals 
differ, of course, on the kinds of problems they find challenging. For 
one person, trying to understard hew to read and follow a bus schedule 
may require higher order thou^t, but for another, the sam task will 
be routine. In this sense, hi^r order thinking is relative: to 
determine the extent to v*iich an individual is involved in higher orx3er 
thinking, one would presumably need to know much about the person's 
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history. Furthermore, to assess the extent to which an Irdividual 
actually participates in the analysis, interpretation and iranipulation 
of inforroation, one would want to "get inside" the person's head or 
experience his/her subjective state of thought. Ihis, of course, poses 
an operational problem. It may be difficult to determine reliably the 
extent to which a person is involved in hi^ier order thinking. 

Teachers Interacting with several students at once have little 
opportunity to assess students' individual mented states, instead, 
they must make assunptions about the prior knowledge of groups of 
students and about the kinds of msaital work that certain tasks are 
likely to stimulate. The teaching of thinking, therefore, is an 
iirprecise enterprise, tut to the extent that our assunptions about 
students' prior ej^perienoe are correct, we can pose appropriately 
challenging problems. Ihe goal is to engage students in what we 
predict will be challenging problems, guide their manipulation of 
information to solve them, and support their efforts. From this point 
of view, the curriculum of a program designed to promote thinking could 
be described in terms of the types of challenges in the analysis, 
interpretation and manipulation of information it presents, and the 
pedagogy could be described in terms of the types of guidance and 
sv;53port offered (e.g. the teacher's approach to providing esqpository 
knowledge, coaching and reinforcement for students) . 

Rather than investigating specific conations such as critical 
thinking. Informal reasoning, moral reasoning or divergent thinking, we 
offer a much more general conception of higher order thiriking. Why? 
First, observational studies dramatize the need for a broad conception, 
because they shew that at best, mich classroom activity fails to 
challenge students to use their minds in ary valuable ways; at worst, 
much classroan activity is nonsensical or mindless. The problem, 
therefore, is not necessarily the absence of particular types of 
thinking, but more fundamentally the absence of thou^tfulness. 
Second, cur experience with history and social studies teachcars 
indicates that calls for specific types of thinking (e.g. critical, 
inductive, moral) is lanlikely to generate widespread consensus for any 
particular type. Instead, social studies teachers are likely to 
perpetuate their previous emphases ipon a plurality of types of 
thinking, but even these will be grounded primarily in the teaching of 
their subjects . Thus, a broad conception of thinking, adaptable to a 
variety of content and skill objectives, is more likely to affect 
practice at large. ° 

We know from teachers and from research that thiiiking cannot be 
promoted except as a response to problem solving about some specific 
content or subject. To conceive of higher order thinking within a 
subject area, we must, therefore, try to articulate the types of 
terrain that challenge the eJ5)lorers within the territory. 
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B. Special Chzdlenges in Socied Studies 

Content chedlenges in scx3ial studies txuld be listed as the specific 
conceits, e)^lanatiQns, and issues studied, but numerous such lists 
have already been prepared by curriculum projects and committees. Here 
we construe countless pieces of specific content as a smaller set of 
^^eneric higher order e)q)editions on lAiich many teachers would liJce to 
guide their students, but which present persistent obstacles. The 
challenges belcw may not be unique to the social studies field, but we 
see them as the core of its hi^ier order dimension. 

(1) Bipathy. Social studies seeks to eiqand students' social 
e3q)erienoe across time, space and culture to gain a more oonplex 
perspective on their cwn lives. To find meaning in the life of 
classical Athens, in the tragedy of the Holocaust, or in the teachings 
of ajddha, involves extending the mind and spirit beyond the tangible, 
the concrete, the familiar. The challenge here is not siaply to learn 
new vocabulary, but to see and to feel the world from another's point 
of view. To reason about moral problems, to explain the puzzles of 
cultural variation, to hypothesize about historical causation, students 
must incorporate into their cwn thinking the e)5)erienoe of others, ihe 
task of reorganizing one's unc3erstandii->3 of human etf fairs to assimilate 
and aTocranodate "foreign" information is a formidable cognitive task, 
especially since it is not possible for students to encounter these 
e5q)eriences directly. Lives and institutions must be represented - by 
authors, film producers, and teachers who try to move students to 
incorporate, identify with, and ponder circumstances beyond the 
familiar. 

(2) Abstraction. Vte rely \ipan claims, concepts, and theories that 
describe concrete activity in more general language. Such abstraction 
helps to interpret, anadyze and manipulate information, because it can 
offer pcwerful insights into the nature of social experience. History 
and social science introduce abstractions not likely to be encountered 
elsewhere (e.g. Plato's discussion of virtue, Marx's analysis of class. 
King's observatiorjs on non-violent protest) . Social studies lessons 
dwell upon abstractions: the nature of colonialism, checks and balances 
in a Federed system, the causes of economic depression, the 
manifestations of racism or the dynamics of global interdependence. 
Teachers consistently worry about whether students can really use these 
concepts to make sense of social events. Will they will transfer their 
knowledge of the US Constitution to understand issues in the 
oontenporary criminal justice system? Can they can use ©cononic 
principles to explain a rise or decline in errplCTnent? Unfortunately, 
abstractions are often taught only didactically as vocabulary, and 
studentfi are asked only to reproduce what has been said by teacher or 
text. But when teachers help students to use abstractions to go beyond 
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the infonnation given to solve new problems, they promote higher order 
thinking. 

(3) Inference. Drawing inferences from lijnit€d data is central to the 
work of historians and social scientists, and to understand these 
subjects, social studies teachers w?int students to struggle with 
inferential challenges. To detennine who provoked the violence that 
launched the American patriots' rebellion against England, for exanple, 
teachers may ask students to scrutinize historical evidence and 
possible bias of the observers at Lexington and Concord. Ihey may ask 
students to draw conclusions on the genered causes of war, or to 
predict the effects of increased interest rates on eirployinent. As 
teachers encourage students to ask, - to develop explanations of 
the past, or predictions of the future, they invite the fonnolation and 
sub»^tantiation of inferences. Making and defending inferences involves 
higher order thinking, because, by definition, inference entails going 
beyond the infonnation given to draw conclusions. 

(4) Evaluation and Advocacy. Social studies teachers want students to 
make and to intelligently defend value judgments about what is good, 
ric^it, and just in public life. Was it ri^t for American colonists to 
use violence against England? What are positive and negative 
consequences of the industrial revolution? In what ways, if any, 
should the state promote cultural traditions of minority groi^js? what 
eoonanic-political system is most likely to meet human needs equitably? 
What limits on national sovereignty ara warranted in order to assure 
world peace? Such evaluative tasks are the lifeblood of democratic 
citizenship, and citizens' decisions on such issues presumably 
influence the selection of leaders and the effectiveness of public 
policy. To the extent that citizens refrain from this sort of prxjblem 
solving, or if they do so unintelligently, oorsent of the governed 
becomes a farce. 

Many problems calling for eveduation and advocacy have no correct 
answer, and since they are emotionally charged, they harbor cbstacles 
to objective analysis. Wbrking tcward a defensible position may 
include each of the previous chadlenges of empathy, abstraction and 
inference, but in addition, one must arrive at evaluative criteria. 
These may be introduced formally in the study of history and the 
disciplines (e.g. economic equality, social harmony, technological 
progress, individual liberty, fairness, national securi^, short-term 
vs long-term benefit) , but the criteria are usually problematic. 
Deciding which evaluative criteria to apply lies at the root of inquiry 
in social studies, but strategies for resolving such issues have 
received little attention in the research on thinking. 

(5) Critical Discourse - An Overrxding Issue. Social studies teachers 
committed to hi^ier order thinking stress the iitportance of students 
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thinking lna^)entaently and critically. They applaiid students who ask 
the unconventional question, who dare to deftsnd a dissenting point of 
view. Uiey value students \to generate theii* own solutions to prdolems 
in their cwn language and who participate actively in dialogue and in 
arguBent - written and oral. In short, they (diaracterize good thinkers 
as those \ibo generate critical discourse in th,\eir coping with the 
challenges of easpathy, abstraction, inference >ani evaluation. 

"Critical" rf4)resents the tendency to question the information given as 
facts, concepts, OQnclusions, assun?3tions or the logic of argument and 
to ask questions that cast the infornation in a new light. "Discourse" 
refers to language produced by the student with the intention of 
providing a narrative, argument, e5q)lanation, or analysis. Most school 
activities invite neither critical responses, nor discourse. More 
frequently, students are asked sinply to aocfuire information, and to 
demonstrate this either by choosing vfliether language supplied by others 
constitutes a correct response to questions posed by others (multiple 
choice tests) , or by repeating to the appropriate cue, short phrases in 
language that others have used (fill-in-the-blank exercises) . 

Teachers ccramittod to critical discourse face at least two serious 
probleans. Ihe first is that critical inquiry can be disquieting. It 
asks us to demystify v*iat has been taken for granted, to search for 
eiq)loitatic3n or contradiction in relationships that on the surface may 
appear voluntary and harmonicws, to continue to work for a better world 
rather than accepting what we have. Even in the most supportive 
settings, humans have great difficulty subjecting their beliefs to 
continuous scrutiny, resolving ambiguity and contradiction, and 
sustaining interest in abstract issues of justice. In short, for many 
people, critical inquiry is likely to involve a painful struggle, not 
m Immediate sense of joy, grcwth, or positive aoomplishment. Second, 
tile very task of expression or production of discourse is often 
laxcieptionally difficult for students. Ihey have few opportunities to 
speak or to write in several sentences, even fewer opportunities to 
receive constructive feedback about their use of language to convey 
ocnplex ideas. Peer culture can also inhibit intelligent oral dialogue 
in the classroom. 

To summarize, higher order thinking is interpretir>g, analyzing, 
manipulatinrj information to go beyond the information given, and in 
social studies such exploration is likely to address five central 
challenges: caipathy, abstraction, inference, evaluation-advocacy, and 
critical disccurse. Having conceptualized hi^er order thiriking and 
described special challenges encountered by those social studies 
teadiers caranitted to it, new consider what is needed to promote it. 
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II What will Prcroote Higher Order Thinking in Social Studies? 

Ihe intellectual terrain that students and teachers traverse in school 
depends on many factors. To enhance higher order thinking in social 
studies, we suggest directions for curriculum, pedagogy, school 
organization, and staff development, but first an overview of relevant 
research is in order. 

Evidence exists that many forms of thinking have been successfully 
taught. Research on the teaching of public issues (Oliver and Shaver, 
1966; LEsvin et al, 1969) indicates, that students can be taught to 
solve ill-structured descriptive, analytic and prescriptive prcblems 
dealing with public controversy. Studies of school effects and of more 
specialized Instruction in specific disciplines show that students 
learn to solve academic prcbleros (Voss. in press) . Research indicates 
some success in teaching deductive and inductive reasoning (Htermstein 
et al, 1986; Lipraan, 1985) , in moving students trcm preconventional to 
oonventional reasoning (Rest, 1986) , and In teaching Informal reasoning 
(Perkins, 1986) . Similarly, studies can be found that show success in 
teacShing creative thinking (Perkins, 1984) , metacognitive strategies 
and information processing activities (Covington, in oress; Balinscar & 
Brcwn, 1984). 

This may lead to the optimistic conclusion that just about any kind of 
thinking can be tau^t to sane degree. On the other hand, the work 
within social studies is so fragmented that we know very little about 
the exbant to vMch different types of thinking can be tau^t by 
specific curricula and teaching techniques. ^ a lack of r^lication and 
proper ej^serimental design, along with a failure to use common 
dependent variables and coranon treatment variables, have prevented the 
accumulation of knowledge. A possible exception is in moral 
develcpinent where a more coherent research tradition has evolved, but 
elsewhere there is little replication and almost no information on 
effect sizes. Althou^ earpirical research in social studies has not 
been directed tcward the particular conception of thinking outlined 
here, it is iiiportant, nevertheless, to anticipate its inplications, 
and to make use of research from related areas. 

A. Curriculum 

Research suggests that curriculum should eirphasize three dimensions: 
content, skills, and dispositions. 

1. Content 

Sophisticated understanding or the mastery of cotplex challenges is 
demonstrated throu^ in-depth knowledge of a subject, whether it be 
consumer decision-making or interpretation of poetry. If students are 
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to master the challenges of errpathy, abstraction, inference and 
evaluation, they must know a good deal about the subject at hand. Of 
ccjurse, subjects can be taught in ways that fail to pranote thinking, 
but thinking cannot be taught spart from knowledge of subjects. Some 
woild argue that the proper teaching of any subject is equivalent to 
prcraoting higher order thinking, because it should teach students to 
use, manipulate and to interpret knowledge in the subject in ozxJer to 
face new challenges within the area.^^ 

History and social studies suffer from two main pidDlene in the 
teaching of content. The first is, "What content or topics should be 
taught?" Because of a miltiplicity of disciplines within the field, 
the explosion of knowledge, and the lack of powerful hierarchical 
structures of knowledge within fields, sjelection of topics is 
problematic. The second problem, with more negative consequences for 
the promotion of thinking, is the tendency to offer extensive 
superficial surveys on many topics, rather than sustained, in-depth 
coverage of a few. Most textbooks span such a range of knowledge that 
only si5)erficial coverage can be given to each topic. Ttesting programs 
require students to show knowledge of isolated fragments frrm the 
entire span, rather than how they think about prctolems in dc^jth. 
Teachers express frequent frustration that they are continually behind 
in covering the material. The demands for coverage leave little tiite 
for careful reflection to manipulate and interpret the knowledge 
students may have acquired. If higher order thinking is to be rrxanoted 
in social studies, much of the content currently covered shoula be 
omitted and replaced by more in-depth study of a smaller number of 
topics. 

2. Skills 

Good thinkers are often described as having special skills, for 
example, the ability to identify problems, state alternative solutions, 
offer evidence, judge logical consistency, detect bias, and find new 
sources of information. In addition to general skills, hi^ quality 
thinking in specific subjects is said to depend upon domain-specific 
skills such as solving quadratic equations in mather.atics, use of 
laboratory equipment in science, or jurisprudential reasonijxf in social 
studies. In short, those who stress a curriculum of skills maintain 
that content alone is insufficient, that students must be tau^t 
specific techniques, including metacognitive strategies, for analyzing, 
interpreting, and manipulating content. A number of curriculum plans 
and teacher training programs prescribe special activities to teach 
particular skills. •'•2 

Ihe effort to enumerate the skills that constitute higher orxier 
thinking can usefully focus attention on educational goals other than 
the didactic transmission of information. But whether thinking can be 
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adequately conceptualized as a particular set of skills and whether 
those skills can be tau^t to be transferred beyond a highly specific 
application is questionable. Problems with a skills orientation, not 
to be elaborated here, include tautological definition; excessive 
specificity on the one hand and generality on the other; an untenable 
distinction between skills and knowledge; and the inportance of 
insight, wisdom and dispositions for integrating discrete skills to 
solve-prcblems . 

In spite of these difficulties, a skills perspective can contribute to 
curriculum for higher order thinking, because it generates activities 
beyond gathering of infomation that must be conducted in order to 
participate in disciplined inquiry. These activities include 
scrutinizing arguments for logical consistency; distinguishing between 
relevant and irrelevant information, and between factual claims and 
value judgments; using metaphor and analogy to r^resent problems and 
soliitions; rhetorical strategies sudi as stipulation of disputable 
claims to let an argument proceed; discussion strategies such as asking 
for clarification, pressing people to stay with an issue, summarizing 
the progress of the conversation. Isolating and labeling such 
activities is helpful in building curriculum, but we must remember that 
the tasks can be meaningfully undertaken only if directed toward 
knowledge about some subject. In this sense, successful coirpletion of 
the tasks must be seen not as mastery of content-free technique, but as 
the use of procedural and substantive knowledge to meet challenges 
posed by specific subjects. 

3. Dispositions 

Higher order thinking requires something even more fundamental than the 
mastery of content or skills, namely, an underlying disposition of 
thcughtfulness. Ihou^tfulness consists of several traits: a 
persistent desire that claims be si^jported by reasons (and that the 
reasons themselves be scrutinized) ; a tendency to be reflective - to 
take time to think problems through for oneself, rather than actin? 
Impulsively or automatically accepting the views of others; a curiosity 
to explore new questions, and the flexibility to entertain alternative 
and original solutions to problems. Thou^tfulness thereby involves 
attitudes, personality or character traits, and general beliefs or 
"world views" about the nature of knowledge (e.g. that knowledge itself 
is socially constructed, subject to revision and often indeterminate, 
and that thinking can lead to understanding and solution of problems) . 
Content and skills will be iirportant for the mastery of particular 
challenges, but without a disposition of thou^tfulness, content and 
skills can be taught and applied mechanistically and nonsensically. In 
short, thcajt^tfulness must be reinforced in the curriculum as a 
necessary, though not sufficient condition, for higher order 
th.nkir^.14 
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Consistent findings of lew levels of thoughtfulness in school 
classrooms indicate significant cultural barriers. Ccirpared to other 
objectives for schooling, and in spite of rhetoric on thinking skills, 
thcxightfulness receives little attention from parents and policyinakers. 
As indicated above, higher order thinking re(jiires the resolution of 
conflicting views, tolerance for uncertainty and anibiguity, self- 
criticism, ind^)endence of judgment, serious consideration of ideas 
that may challenge conventional wisdom. In shor^ , it involves hard 
mental work, and because it may also threaten existing personal or 
group interests, the results aay not always be rewarding for the 
student. For many, it is more satisfying siitply to take in the 
information dispensed and to r^roduce it for teachers, eirplqyers, 
test-makers. Seme students work hard to master the information 
dispensed so that they may succeed in life, but even for these, the 
goal is often to gain success with minimal mental effort - "Why think 
if you don't havta to7»'^^ 

there may be a cultural press to avoid thr«iqhtfulness, but we know that 
students can beccne intensely engaged In Sxn excited about prttolem 
solving in social studies. Research is laCn sj an the extent to which 
thoughtfulness can be deliberately taught to individual students, but 
wa have seen social studies classes where it is rewarded and 
celebrated, if higher order thinking is to be pronoted, this dimension 
of the curriculum needs far more attention. 

In summary, tlie curriculum shculd include in-depth knowledge as the 
foundation of problem-solving; skills to direct attention toward tasks 
that require the analysis, interpretation and manipulation of 
knowledge; and si:?:port for the disposition of thou^tfulness to 
encourage an intelligent and ccnimitted apprxDach to the use of 
information. Althouc^i these elements have been s^jarated and 
distinguished for the purpose of analysis, the analysis has hopefully 
indicated considerable interdependence. In reflecting upon curriculum 
for higher order thinking, it is useful to consider them separably, 
but if inquiry is to be authentic in practice, tlie diinensions will be 
integrated. 

B. Pedagogy 

Ihe conception of thinking and curriculum advanced here has several 
implications for pedagogy. 

1. Since the ultimat^s challenge is to solve prdjlems by analyzing, 
interpreting and manipulating information, rather than absorbing it, 
pedagogy must concentrate on active , rather than passive, forms of 
student work. This calls for individual quiet study, to be sure, but 
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it 2lLso requires students to e)5)ress themselves orzdly and in writing, 
and to physically manipulate information and artifacts. 

2. since higher order thinking demands in-depth knowledge of subjects, 
and since students generally have so little information about lirportant 
problems of history, social science or citizenship, pedagogy must be 
devised v«iich helps to ocmmunicate this informati.on, but which 
minimizes spoon-feeding and student passivity. Vie need problein-solving 
activities wtdch themselves provoke students to acquire new information 
and which displace the often tedious routine of learning infonnaticn 
first, then solving a problem. ^"^ 

3. To advocate that students become more active problem solvers is not 
to surest a more passive role for the teacher. The challenges of 
empathy, abstraction, inference, evaluation, and critical discourse, 
require teachers to respond to students' work more esctensively and 
elaborately than is necessary when transmitting information. In 
contrast to some subjects such as music, manual crafts, or sports, in 
which success is often obvious to the student, problem solvliig in 
social studies offers few intrinsic cues of success or failiare. Right 
answers are not often apparent, and students must rely continuously 

teachers for feedback about success, failure, the reasons 
therefor, and hew to proceed. Generating effective oral and written 
discouKie requires special help from teadiers. In this sense, teachers 
also must become more active, and many view this as is more difficult 
work. 

3. The topic of pedagogy inplies a seeirch for techniques proven to be 
effective, but there are several reasons vdiy we should tenper the quest 
to discover a highly specific set of "best" teaching techniques. 

Research has shown inportant differences in information processing 
between expert and novice problem-solvers, but the work to date has not 
been able to / .crriJxite differences to specific pedagogical 
interventions. ^ It is, therefore, reasonable to conclude that 
e>5)ertise is gained largely throtjgh esctensive ejqjerience and practice. 
Since students have had almost no practice in facing hi^ier order 
challenges in the social studies, we ought first to vastly increase the 
amount of practice with diverse, wide-ranging forms of problem solving, 
and to learn from these more global interventions before investing in 
the fine-tuning of pedagogy. 

Because of the many types of problems toward which thinking in social 
studies might be directed, and the multitude of knowledge bases and 
skills that might be taught, extensive research andi development in 
pedagogy could well lead to increasingly fragmented lines of inquiry - 
balkanized into studies of all the different ways of teaching skills 
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a-z to solve problem types 1-n. Such specialization would beoane ever 
more difficult to synthesize usefully for practitioners. 

Finally, much of cur apparent pedagogical ignorance is created by the 
environinents in which we are forced to teach. Msmy teachers do know 
hew to promote hi^tier order thinking in social studiefi. The mystery 
arises when this must be acocnplished with 30 students of vastly 
diverse motivation and knowlecage, jrieeting in one rocm, within a fifty 
minute period each day, with currioilum guidelines for content coverage 
that prevent in-depth reflection, ard when the teacher must also 
respond daily to 100 additional students in similar circumstances. 
Rather than inventing pedagogical miracles to respond to this teaching 
environment, it might be wiser to create er'ironmencs that allow 
existing pedagogical knowledge to be usei. 

C. School Organization 

What kind of an environment is needed to help students manipulate 
information in response to the challenges of enpathy, abstraction. 
Inference, evaluation, and critical discourse? As indicated above, 
there must be anple c^jportunity for extensive interaction between 
students and teachers. Ihe challenges often also require opportunities 
for cooperative work in which students help one another throu^ 
criticism, division of labor, and ocnparison of perspectives. Because 
the problems to be e3^1ored vary substantially, they are most 
productively studied in flexible time periods, rather than in identical 
routine blocks. Finally, developing enpathy, perceiving the concrete 
meaning of aJjstractions, and constructing more defensible evaluative 
judgments of the social world often requires study beyond the 
classrocm; more contact with the outside cxanraunity is necessary. 

To build such conditions, changes in school organization such as the 
follcwing should be pursued: (a) reduced teacher load and class size 
to provide more opportunity for teacher feedback on individual work; 
(b) flexible scheduling of classwork to allow more sustained, 
continuous investigation of problems than is possible in the 50 minute 
period, 5 days a week; (c) reduction in the number of separate courses 
that students take simultaneously (to further si^jport in-depth study) ; 
and (d) increased opportunity for community study. Organizational 
change is a necessary, though not sufficient, condition for the 
prcmoticai of higher order thinking, because organizational change alone 
is unlikely to alter curriculum and pedagogy without appropriate 
changes in teachers' conceptions of their work. 

D. Staff Development 

The thrust of this analysis is that our failure to promote higher order 
thinking in social studies is due not primarily to a lack of knowledge 
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of technique, but rather to a lack of an informed ^ reflective 
cammitment to the goal. Teachers, of course, are the key, and vAiile 
many agree with the general goal, they faos substantial obstacles. As 
indicated above, seme arise from organizational constraints and 
eytemal pressures. Others, however, are rooted in philosophical 
confusion, persisting dilanmas of teaching, and pedagogical tradition 
that teachers have had few opportunities to escamine. Tteachers need 
more opportunity xo build self-conscious conceptions of ttiinking that 
resolve sane of these matters. CXa: clarification of challenges central 
to social studies and our discussion of content, skills and 
dispositions hopefully offer a foundation on which to build. But even 
this analysis leaves much unfinished business. Iteachers will need to 
interrogate their own priorities as they face such persisting dilemmas 
as hew much breadth must be sacrificed for depth of understanding, how 
much knowledge students must master before they can be considered 
"ready" to solve problems, how directive the teacher should be in both 
txansmission of knowledge and its analysis. 

A particularly vexing issue is the problem of student resistance: their 
apparent avoidance of rigorcus problem solving activity, because they 
seem to prefer the comfort and familiarity of well-defined algorithmic 
tasks, simple answers, the absence of conflict. 20 The solution to this 
problem depends in part on how we understand its sources. 

Resistance cculd be eiqjlained as information deficit: students find it 
unrewarding to concentrate on problem-solving, because they lack 
information on most topics presented in history and social studies. It 
cculd be attributed to an innate psychological condition or a 
developmental deficit: humans naturally resist ambiguity and conflict 
in favor of certitude and harmony or young people have not developed 
sufficient powers of abstract cognitive thouglit. It could be the 
result of sociad conditionir^ v*iich has reinforced a self-fulfilling 
"lower order" mindset about knowledge and inquiry in school. The 
mindset may include several beliefs: most knowledge is certain, rather 
than problematic; knowledge is created primarily by outside 
authorities, not within oneself; knowledge is to be conprehended and 
expressed in small, fragmented chunks; knowledge is to be learned as 
quickly as possible, rather than pondered; knowledge may seem counter- 
intuitive or mysterious with respect to one's ejqjerience, but should be 
believed anyway; arguments and conflict about the nature of knowledge 
are personally risky, because winners are favored over losers. To 
generate more stu^ient engagement in thinking, such sources of student 
resistance must be considered more carefully by teachers and 
researchers alike. 

Previous research on educational change dramatizes the necessity of 
extensive teacher involvement in the conception, execution and 
evciluation of educational innovation to generate the sense of ownership 
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required for useful long-term inplenentation. Ihe cxjnplexities of 
pronoting higher order thinkirig in social studies, therefore, demand a 
sizable ccnsnitment to staff developnent. 

Ill Summary 

^^roaches to the study of thinking are so diverse that scholarship in 
the field has been characterized as a "conceptual swarop" (Cuban, 1984) . 
I have atteropted, nevertheless, to develop a conception which 
incorporates major theoretical orientations as well as the views of 
teachers. The conc^ion eaonphasizes interpretation, analysis and 
manipulation of information to solve problems that cannot be solved by 
raitine application of previously acquired knowledge. I oonsiderBd 
numerous problems that social studies teachers wlio en^shasize thinking 
want students to confront, and five main challenges eanerged: empathy, 
abstraction, inference, evaluation-advocacy, and critical discourse. 
To prcroste thinking along these lines, the curriculum should stress a 
combination of in-depth content, skill-directed activities, and the 
reinforcement of thou^tful dispositions. Pedagogy should provide 
extensive student practice in problem solving, guided by substantial 
teacher feedback on students' vrork, along with increased student 
interaction with one another and community study. To support this, 
organizational changes such as reduced teacher load and more flexible 
scheduling are necessary. Ultimately, however, the successful 
promotion of higher order thinking in social studies will depenl i:5)on 
increased opportunities for teachers to study and to discuss with 
colleagues the conceptualization of thinking, its application to social 
studies, conflicting priorities sudi as depth versus breadth, and other 
obstacles such as student resistance that inliibit thoughtfulness. If 
decisions about specific pedagogy grew out of teachers' collaborative 
consideration of these issues, hi^er order thinking in social studies 
has a chance. 
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Endnotes 

1. Sanples of program descriptions, conceptions of thinking and 
eropirical work can be fcund in Oianoe (1986) ; Costa (1985) ; Nickerson, 
Perkins & Smith (1985) ; Segal, Chipman and Glaser (1985) . Although 
very little empirical research has addressed the promotion of thirtdng 
social studies, the most thorough reviews on the topic are offered by 
Metcalf (1963) and Cornbleth (1985). 

2. Rather than focusing directly on the teachii^ of informal reasoning 
(the topic of the conference) , this analysis takes a broader view. To 
maximize the relevance of the inquiry to practice in the schools, it is 
iirportant to approach these issues from the teacher's perspective. 
Social studies teachers are oonoemed with informal reasoning, but only 
indirectly as it relates to their more commonly stated objective: 
teaching students to think. Interpretations of that phrase may often 
be synonymcws with informal reasoning, but much conceptual confusion on 
the meaning of thinking, which the teachers seem to sense, needs to be 
clarified before we concentrate on the apparently narrower, vore 
technical concept of informal reasoning. Furthermore, with so little 
research cn the nature and teaching of informal reasoning in history 
and social sciences, focusing upon it here would involve almost total 
speculation. Thus, it seems appropriate first to examine the relevance 
to informal reasoning of the substantial work on the more general 
problem o* pranoting hi^er order thinking. 

3. Scholarship on these topics is represented in Mayer (1983), 
Chipnan, Segal and Glaser (1985) , Kbhlberg (1981) , Sternberg and Wagner 
(1986) , and Voss (in press) . 

4. A summary of research that documents this criticism for social 
studies in available in Morrissett (1982) . 

5. Several authors have emphasized the iirportance of a novel problem 
that requires use of prior kna/ledge, but carinot be solved through 
routine application of algorithms, see especially Patterson and Smith 
(1986) and Resnick (1986) . 

6. Schrag (in press) develops the ej^lorer analogy and perx:»ptively 
discusses characteristics of tasks that require people to go beyond the 
information given. 

7. The definition embraces a number of the criteria suggested by 
Rfisnick (1986) . The fact that students must use information to solve a 
novel, challenging problem is likely to entail uncertainty, 
non-algorithmic solutions, self-regulation by the student, the 
imposition of meaning by the student, measured judgment by the student. 
All hi^er order challenges, however, need not manifest all of 
Resnick's criteria. 
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8. TSiis is not to dismiss the significance of research and develqproent 
in teaching particular forms of problem solving. That work is vital 
for the improvement of practice for those schools and teachers which 
prefer to focus their programs inore specifically. 

9. For summaries and critiques of research in social studies that 
si^jport this conclusion, see Armento (1986) , Corribleth (1985) , Shaver 
and Larkins (1973) . See also general summaries of research on the 
teaching of thinking and problem-solving by Norris (1985) , Sternberg 
and Bhana (1986) , Voss (in press) . 

10. A number of claims made in this paper about teachers, students and 
conditions of schooling are based on emerging findings fron a study in 
process on opportunities and barriers in the promotion of hi^ier order 
thinking in high school social studies. Ihe stucJy includes analytic 
work as well as enpirical research in five hj.gh schools. 

11. Proponents of this point of view include Glaser (1984) , McPfeck 
(1981) . 

12. Prcponents of this general position include Beyer (1985) , Brown '^t 
al (1983) , de Bono (1983) , Hfermstein et al (1986) . 

13. For more thorough critiques of the skills perspective, see 
Combleth (1985), Paul (1982), Schrag (in press), Siegel (1985). 

14. Ihis point of view is developed by Combleth (1985) , Norris 
(1985) , Passmore (1967) , Schrag (in press) , Wiggins (in press) . 

15. Recent programs such as those described by Adler (1982) , 
Feuerstein et al (1980) , Liproan et al (1980) , and Sizer (1986) , try to 
promote thoughtfulness. Cuban's (1984) historical review, however, 
showed that school organization and district and state policies have 
consistently inhibited it. 

16. The metaphor of "student as worker" has been used to signify the 
iitportance of active learning (Sizer, 1984; Wiggins, in press) . 

17. E>^)eriential learning projects such as those described by 
Wigginton (1986) offer great promise. 

18. Qii and Glaser (1986) and Voss (in press) offer general summaries 
of this literature. 

19. Significant increases in the amount of practice could also be 
supported by research on opportunity to learn (e.g. Denham and 
Lieberman, 1980; Heyns, 1978; Sorenson and Hallinan, 1977). 

20. Forms of student resistance have been documented in the studies of 
McNeil (1986) , Powell et al (1985) , Willis (1977) . 

ERIC 



